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When I decided to complement my degree in English with a master’s degree in Literary Studies, there was only one possible objection: I would have to write another master’s thesis. I felt that this would be something of a repetitive exercise, since I had done this before. Therefore, I decided to choose a field that was rather different from the things that I had done so far: narratology. As a result of this, I found writing my thesis a fairly difficult and rather lengthy business, but also a business that gave me access to all kinds of information I had not previously encountered. Although I could only begin to enter this field of study during the writing of my paper, I still feel that I have gained knowledge and a deeper understanding of literary theory.








In an editorial on MuggleNet, a popular fansite devoted to Harry Potter, a reader of the series discusses a few scenes in which Harry is granted a glimpse into the memories of other characters by means of a device called a Pensieve. This device allows people to store memories in it, but also allows others to review these memories and even enter them and be present on the scene (though without the power of interfering). Brandon Ford, the author of the editorial, notices the following: “I am now pensive about the Pensieve. What I have just realized is that it is your memory, your recollection of the event. This means that a person can remember a certain event one way and it isn't really how it happened.”​[1]​ In other words, Ford discusses the focalisation of the presentation of memories viewed in the Pensieve. In these Pensieve-scenes, the reader follows Harry (the focaliser of the diegesis) as he is treated to scenes from the memories of other characters. Brandon Ford, when discussing the reliability of these memories and thus questioning the extent of focalisation that has taken place, touches on some of the difficulties this passage presents in the light of classical narrative theory. Ford’s hypothesis, that the memories shown in the Pensieve were representations of how characters remembered events, is later shown to be false. J.K. Rowling, the author of the books, states that despite the fact that you are the one who puts the memory inside the device, the memory that is consequently recorded in there is in fact the truth, rather than your version of events. The Pensieve-scenes, as I will be referring to them henceforth, sparked my curiosity when I first stumbled across them, for they present a very interesting muddle of focalisers, narrators and narratees, although I was at the time not yet familiar with these specific terms. 

So, what happens when classical narrative theory is applied to scenes such as these? And how can the difficulties arising from this combination be solved? That is what I will be looking into in this thesis. In order to research this, I will look at two different narratives: an Arthurian trilogy by Kevin Crossley-Holland and certain scenes from J.K. Rowling’s Harry Potter-series. In the Arthurian trilogy, Crossley-Holland presents his main character, young Arthur de Caldicot, with a so-called Seeing Stone in which he can view the exploits of his namesake, the legendary King Arthur. The storylines of Arthur de Caldicot and Arthur-in-the-Stone show striking similarities, and this leads the main character (who is also the first-person narrator of the whole series) to identify with the King. By doing so, he becomes not only the narratee of the story in the stone (the hypodiegetic narrative), but also an acting participant in it. To further complicate matters, he is also in a sense the narrator of the story in the stone, for he relates what he sees there to us, the readers. 

In the Harry Potter-series, there are two of the aforementioned Pensieve-scenes and an additional scene with a diary, in which a hypodiegetic narrative is presented by an inanimate object to a narratee who also plays an important function in the diegesis (Harry himself, the eponymous main character of the series). Harry is, as it were, sucked into two inanimate objects and is there a witness to three stories that have been put into these objects by three different individuals. Harry hereby becomes both a narratee of the hypodiegetic narrative and the focaliser of these narratives for the reader (we literally see them through his eyes). 

Research question
The overall question of my research can be phrased in two ways, according to the difference Christine Brooke-Rose makes between theory and criticism: “Traditionally, criticism judges (evaluates), interprets and describes. It proceeds, on the whole, empirically, finding in texts whatever it finds (or wants to find), and any theory it may evolve emerges from these findings. Theory (in theory) works the other way round, proposing, like science, a hypothesis, a model, and testing it against the facts.”​[2]​ The research question in a format suitable for criticism could be phrased as: What difficulties can problematic hypodiegetic narratives present for narrative theory, and how can these difficulties be solved? If I were to regard the issue from a theoretic viewpoint, however, I might state the question in a slightly different manner: How can narrative theory be used to explain and illuminate the difficulties presented by problematic hypodiegetic narratives found in marvellous fiction? Of course, both questions are a starting point for researching the same issue, namely that of the clash between classical narrative theory and certain problematic hypodiegetic narratives and its possible solutions: postmodern or poststructuralist narrative theory, theory regarding the genre of the marvellous or fairy-tale (with its unique rules and conventions), or a more reader-centred approach. However, the phrasing of the research question determines the starting-point of the research and as such is vitally important. Brooke-Rose herself refuses to choose between the two modes of approach and states that, “[t]he quarrel between theory and criticism [...] is in fact a false one. They are indeed two different procedures, but each is weak without the other.”​[3]​ Brooke-Rose argues in favour of a combination of the two approaches and I shall try to employ such a combination in this thesis, although my main emphasis will be on the critical approach. 

To achieve this, I will first look briefly at the background against which these texts are placed: classical narrative theory, with its claim to academic objectivity and general applicability. I will also mention postmodern or poststructuralist narratology, which approaches texts in an entirely different fasthion. However, because my main focus will be on integrating the classical structuralist approach with certain troublesome texts, I will not follow the postmodern tendency to do away with the old approach. Instead, I will use chapters two and three of my work to take a closer look at the exact problems that arise, and in chapter four I will then attempt to solve these problems. In order to do this, I will bring two different ideas into the discussion: first, narrative theory of the marvellous and the fairy-tale, which will go some way towards solving the problem raised here.​[4]​ Second, an approach that sees texts not as autonomous entities, but looks instead at the interaction between readers and texts. The conclusion will contain a brief summary of my argument.

Research
In both of the series I will be discussing, we are dealing with a very specific sort of hypodiegetic narrative, namely that in which the focaliser (who can also be the narrator) of the diegesis is the narratee of the hypodiegesis. An additional problem in these two stories is that this hypodiegesis is presented to that narratee in a specific format, namely not as a story that is told, but as a story that is shown to the narratee by (or rather, in) an inanimate object. This influences the way the hypodiegetic narratee experiences the story, for he will find himself 'inside it' and thus become a character in the hypodiegesis. Hypodiegeses like these are interesting because the whole theory of narrators, narratees and focalisers tends to get thoroughly mixed up. It is worth taking a closer look at them to see if it is possible to structuralise things and if narrative theory can stand the test of such a complicated situation. I will begin by analysing them in detail according to classical narrative theory (as presented by Chatman but mostly by Rimmon-Kenan). Naturally, this will lead to difficulties and problematic situations for which a solution may be found in adapting – but not discarding – the theory. All in all, I hope to establish a succesful analysis of narratives that do at first present problems, by taking alternative narrative theories into account and combining these with classical theory. 

Terminology 
As Mark Currie makes clear in his chapter on terminologisation in Postmodern Narrative Fiction, the terminology of narrative theory can be very confusing. Many critics seem to invent their own terms for specific concepts, despite the assumption that, “paradoxically, the particularity of texts or readers only becomes recognisable through a shared descriptive vocabulary which in itself constantly threatens to homogenise the heterogeneity it advances.”​[5]​ I will try as much as possible to use familiar, previously defined terms such as narrator, focaliser and narratee. My basis for the use of this terminology will be Rimmon-Kenan’s Narrative Fiction. Whenever I use terms that may present difficulties, I will define the meaning I ascribe to them either in the text or in a footnote. 











1.1	– Goodbye to all that?
Rimmon-Kenan’s Narrative Theory and Chatman’s Story and Discourse, two well-known introductory works about narrative theory, present their readers with a clearcut theory of how narratives work and how texts are put together. They present a narrative system which can be used to analyse individual works and which is supposed to create a model for analyses of all narratives. These theories work with different layers (discourse, story and text) and binary oppositions (extradiegetic versus intradiegetic narrators). Classical narrative theory claims an academic, scientific approach: in fitting texts into these models, the critic is analysing rather than interpreting them. Describing a text according to this theory should not be dependent upon personal interpretation. These straighforward theories, with clear distinctions between different ideas and levels, are applicable to a great many texts and offer a useful handhold in analysing them. However, there are also texts which present the reader with a picture that is too complicated to fit completely into this model. Not every text has a clear narrator or focaliser and sometimes the differences between narrator, narratee and reader dissolve and these roles run together. In other cases, some of these roles appear to remain unfulfilled. Most older texts did fit into the narrative system, but as writers began to experiment with narrative concepts, texts were created that transgressed boundaries. These experiments, which show most clearly in postmodern texts, gave rise to a new narrative theory: a postclassical or postmodern one. A good introduction to this poststructural phase of narrative theory was written by Luc Herman and Bart Vervaeck, who explain that this theory is based on a different approach to narratology.​[6]​

Some postmodern critics, such as Gibson, argue for an outright abandonment of classical narrative theory. However, Herman and Vervaeck express their opinion that completely disregarding earlier theory is not a good idea: 

Wij denken dat een volledige verwerping van de structuralistische terminologie meer kwaad dan goed doeet. Termen als focalisatie en bewustzijnsrepresentatie brengen weliswaar heel wat problemen met zich mee, maar tegelijkertijd verhelderen ze dingen die anders onduidelijk blijven.  Bovendien is het een illusie te denken dat de nieuwe termen die narratologen als Gibson voorstellen, vrij zouden zijn van dergelijke problemen.​[7]​

Postmodern narratives are not the only texts which create problems in the light of classical narrative theory: the two series of fantasy novels which I will be discussing here present difficulties as well. In analysing these problematic narratives, I will inevitably come face to face with some of the limitations of classical narrative theory. However, I share Herman and Vervaeck’s opinion that it is not a good idea to completely reject this theory and I will therefore look for another solution. Rather, I will aim towards integrating narrative theory and these problematic narratives, and to finding a way to bridge the gap between them. In order to do this, it may be necessary to give up certain preconceptions inherent in classical narrative theory (such as the idea of a clear distinction between the different levels of a text), but I shall still try to retain most of the system. In order to decide which part of the theory presents problems, I will devote chapters two and three to a detailed analysis of two problematic series and the places in which theory does not match text. Because the problems in these two texts are caused by magical devices, it may be useful to look at narrative theory about fairytales and see if that offers any useful insights. 

1.2	– Postmodern elements
In his Postmodern Narrative Theory, Mark Currie discusses some of the changes that have taken place in the narratological field recently. He divides the transition in contemporary narratology in three principles: diversification, deconstruction and politicisation.​[8]​ Diversification means that narrative theory is with increasing regularity applied to non-literary works such as newspaper journalism, paintings, songs and jokes. Politicisation is concerned with the "transition from poetic to politics... the unmasking of ideology."​[9]​ Neither of these two trends really address the problem of the hypodiegetic narratives which I have set out in my introduction, but the third principle, that of deconstruction, is certainly very useful. Currie links it to the other two in what he calls a triangular ménage, and certainly one is linked inevitably with the others, but I shall try to extricate those characteristics of 'deconstruction' that will be useful to my discussion. Currie describes the process as follows: "A broad shift away from the scientific assumption that narratology could be an objective science which discovers inherent formal and structural properties in its object narratives. [...] Structure became something that was projected onto the work by a reading rather than a property of a narrative discovered by the reading."​[10]​ In other words, it is the reading of a text that finds structure and meaning in a text, rather than the text which has these elements inside itself, ready to be discovered. While Rimmon-Kenan already discusses this in Narrative Fiction, that book still offers a handhold to finding certain elements that are inherent in the texts. Postmodernism moves away from this. We, as readers, invent a structure rather than discover it: "Narratology has changed exactly because the values of standardisation have been replaced in literary studies by the values of pluralism and irreducible difference: not only difference between texts but difference between readers."​[11]​ Although I am not willing to abandon the structuralist approach altogether, I will use a similar reader-centred approach in chapter four, where I will review some of the difficulties presented by my primary sources.

It must be kept in mind that neither Rowling's Harry Potter-books nor Crossley-Holland's Arthurian trilogy contain more than a smattering of postmodern characteristics. Despite the fact that certain elements in these novels can be explained by the use of postmodern theory, it is useful to remember that the works themselves are not, essentially, postmodern. Rowling and Crossley-Holland use these problematic scenes as narrative devices in order to be able to tell their whole story rather than as a means of experimenting with the representation of reality or the breaking-down of truths formerly taken for granted. Postmodernism is sometimes described as an art which is self-cancelling, and Ihab Hassan has discussed four features of (post)modernism.​[12]​ Although Brooke-Rose calls these categories ‘fragile generalisations’, they nevertheless give a good idea about what one might expect to find in a postmodern work. The first of these is ‘parodic reflexiveness’, and although both Rowling and Crossley-Holland certainly reflect realistic issues and problems in their works, they do not do so in a parodic fashion. Rather, they use them as a realistic background against which to set their story. The second category, ‘recreation of reality’, is explained with: “time, place, character, plot are shattered,” something that hardly happens at all in the works of Rowling and Crossley-Holland. Both of these are linear narratives with fairly clearly determined times, places and characters. This linearity of the diegesis (which is only disturbed by hypodiegeses which are in their turn linear) also rules out the third of the criteria, ‘non-linear form’. The fourth category is ‘the problematics of the book’, which is then shown in marginalia, notes, sketches, mixed media an discontinuity. Neither of these are found in the works I will be discussing. Both Rowling and Crossley-Holland present their readers with a straightforward story that progresses in linear fashion from beginning to end. 

However, postmodern theory cannot only be used to explain away the difficulties that postmodern works of literature and other genres such as song lyrics and anecdotes present; it is also very useful in addressing the problems that arise when a seemingly straightforward work of narrative does not quite fit in with traditional narrative theory. The authors whose work I will discuss, J.K. Rowling and Kevin Crossley-Holland, generally present their readers with easily readable, simple narratives that do not contain postmodern elements such as fragmentation and extensive reflexivity. They can simply be read as amusing narratives, but when one looks at them from a narratological viewpoint, certain scenes (namely the hypodiegetic ones which are facilitated by the use of a magical device rather than a living narrator) are problematic. For narratological purposes, it does not matter whether stones can 'talk' as a rejection of the certainty that stones cannot talk or as a fantastical element because the story takes place in a world where stones can indeed talk. Talking stones, especially if they do not just talk but actually show the narratee events in a manner which draws him into the narrative, problematise the theory of focalisation and narration that is presented by such critics as Rimmon-Kenan and Chatman. Postmodern narrative theory might go a long way toward solving these problems, but this is not the path I will take in this thesis. As I have already argued, I prefer to stick as close as possible to the well-known classical terminology. Perhaps it would be possible to discard this theory and to find a new way of looking at ‘my’ texts, but I feel that this interpretation would then become too personal. After all, a certain terminology is needed to talk usefully about texts and I agree with Herman and Vervaeck that classical terms are useful in this light. The completely different conception of narratology that postmodern theory represents, is not where I want to go. Rather, I will look at precisely where classical narrative theory presents a problem for the two fantasy texts, and see if there is a way to bridge this gap without discarding the whole system.

1.3 – The fantastic, the marvellous, sciene-fiction and fantasy
The problematic hypodiegetic scenes in Rowling and Crossley-Holland's work do not hold a special significance or carry a specific message on their own. They are part of the main story and are not presented as being odd or strange at all, but are incorporated smoothly into the whole. The devices which introduce these scenes are a magical seeing-stone, an enchanted diary and a basin in which people can store their memories. All three items are thoroughly magical. Therefore, it is useful to take into account the theories of narrative that deal extensively with such genres as the fantastic and the marvellous, such as Brooke-Rose's A Rhetoric of the Unreal.

When I speak of the genre of the fantastic, the marvellous or the fairy-tale, I am fully aware of the difficulties that genres can present, by no means do I believe that there are clearly defined categories into which all books can easily be sorted. Tzvetan Todorov, in his Introduction à la littérature fantastique states as the main criterium of the fantastic genre that “[t]he reader’s hesitation [...] between natural and supernatural explanations of apparently supernatural events must be sustained to the end.”​[13]​ This is not the case in the books I am discussing, for in both series it is clear from the beginning that the explanation is definitely supernatural. In fact, this is precisely the reason other rules of possibility apply in these books than in fiction that lacks these supernatural/magical aspects. Neither work therefore conforms to Todorov's definition of 'the fantastic', but rather they can be classified as belonging to 'the marvellous' if we follow Brooke-Rose: she catalogues stories in which the supernatural is accepted from the start as belonging to the genre of the marvellous. Harry Potter especially is a clear example of such a story, but even the Arthurian trilogy can be regarded as such, although Kevin Crossley-Holland himself calls it a “a part-historical and part-legendary book.”​[14]​ This marvellous aspect becomes especially clear in the scenes I will be discussing, because these are brought about by a magical device and as such fall within the rules of a fantastical reality. Although these stories belong to the marvellous rather than the fantastic genre, it is well worth taking a look at theory of the fantastic as presented by Todorov and Brooke-Rose: because both contain magical elements, certain aspects of Todorov and Brooke-Rose’s theory may be applicable to my primary sources. It also gives additional insight into the role of these magical elements in these sources.
 
1.4 – Genres and laws
Brooke-Rose devotes an entire chapter to science fiction and realistic fiction and therein discusses the way natural laws work in texts fitting into those genres. Todorov defines science fiction as a particular type of the marvellous and places it beside three other subtypes: the hyperbolic, the exotic and the instrumental. If we uphold this categorisation, the books by Rowling and Crossley-Holland could be defined as being instrumental: they have their problematic passages introduced by "the instrumental (gadgets such as magic lamps)."​[15]​ 
Darko Suvin, in turn, contrasts science fiction with the fairy-tale ("which contests the author's empirical laws, simply in order to escape them"), fantasy or the fantastic ("which interposes anti-cognitive laws into a supposed empirical world"), myth (which "conceives human relations as fixed and supernaturally determined") and estrangement ("treating fiction as if it were an empirical fact but in a perspective that implies a new set of norms").​[16]​ These detailed distinctions appear to be rather arbitrary and invite the question whether it is in any way relevant to distinguish genres in such detail, since individual works of art are likely to cross these boundaries anyway. However, it is interesting to see that Suvin judges and catagorises narratives according to their reworking of the empirical world and, additionally, its natural laws. Fairy-tales simply ignore these laws and thus inhabit a world with flying carpets and magical lamps, whereas fantasy (according to Suvin) places supernatural or magical elements inside a world that otherwise functions normally. His discussion draws attention to a very distinguishing fact of all these (sub-)genres: natural laws do not always apply, whether it is because the writer simply disregards them or because he uses the derivation from these laws as a specific means to create tension. 

J.K. Rowling's work creates a paralel world to our own, in which magic, flying brooms, enchanted castles and dragons are considered perfectly normal, although they must be kept hidden from the non-magical residents of this world. She interpolates this magical world into our own. The magic, if one can indeed call it that, in Crossley Holland's work is more subtle. The young protagonist lives in a historical setting and his 'magic stone' functions as a window into another world, not unlike modern television. That other world is legendary and magical and is contrasted to the historical setting wherein the main action takes place. As this legendary and magical world is a fiction within a fiction the only clearly magical element in the actual diegesis is the stone which conjures up this world.​[17]​ However, because the hypodiegesis is slowly introduced and their is a build-up in which the magical properties of the stone are slowly revealed, this magical element is not out of place within the historically accurate diegesis. In Rowling's work the magical world is clearly present from the first page and this immediately places her work within a genre where readers expect natural laws to be different from those in our world. In both cases, either through the careful introduction in Crossley-Holland or through the immediate presence of the magical in Rowling, the reader is prepared to expect the unexpected.​[18]​ 

1.5 – Realism and the marvellous
Brooke-Rose dedicates a chapter in A Rhetoric of the Unreal to discussing the effects of the realistic in marvellous works such as Lord of the Rings. She argues that Tolkien's book is "not only [weighed down] by mechanisms inherent to the marvellous, but also by the mechanisms of the realistic world" and she argues that this "machinery of realism" influences that of the marvellous.​[19]​ Brooke-Rose realises that all types of fantastic have to be "solidly anchored in some kind of fictionally mimed 'reality'", for reasons of plausibility and to "emphasise the contrast between the natural and the supernatural elements."​[20]​ From the examples that Brooke-Rose gives in her chapter on this combination of realism and the marvellous, it becomes clear that this is a tricky process. Especially the contrast between the natural and the supernatural is difficult to create, because often these will appear to be simply juxtaposed.​[21]​ One can of course wonder whether Tolkien, in writing Lord of the Rings, really aimed at emphasising this contrast and that this was his particular reason for introducing realistic elements (such as eating, sleeping, the fallability of certain characters). In fact, I would argue that these elements can never be left out for the simple reason that a narrative which deals only with the marvellous will be completely inaccessible to an audience that is always grounded in the realism of its own natural world. Perhaps Tolkien introduces these elements not to highlight the contrast between 'our' world and the marvellous one of his novel, but precisely to bridge this gap and thereby make it possible for readers to identify and sympathise with the characters of that fictional world, that authors put in realistic elements. A fictional work without any realistic elements (such as the fallability of characters or such mundane activities as walking or drinking) is rather difficult to conceive of. Realistic elements can be found aplenty in J.K. Rowling's Harry Potter-series and the historical narrative takes up most of the space in Kevin Crossley-Holland's Arthur-series. In neither of these cases the author seems to have put in these elements purely to contrast them with the marvellous. If anything, Crossley-Holland's marvellous element, the stone in which young Arthur sees the great King Arthur of the past, underlines and contrasts with certain realistic elements, rather than the other way around. The realistic elements in Rowling's work give her magical tale a link back to our world and enable readers to feel drawn into her narrative. 

1.6 - Onto the next chapters






Harry Potter: “Before you got lost in my thoughts…”
*

There are many ways in which a person can obtain a glance into other people’s thoughts and feelings: he can read about them, hear about them, be told about them. It is, however, extremely rare that we directly enter the other person’s mind and experience the emotions from the inside out… yet that is precisely what happens in a number of scenes in the Harry Potter-books. Through two magical devices, namely a diary and a so-called Pensieve, Harry manages to catch glimpses of the emotions and memories of other people. In this chapter, I will first briefly introduce these devices and then look at the way the hypodiegetic narratives that result from them can be placed within the theory of focalisation and narration. 

2.1 - Tom Riddle's Diary
Towards the end of Harry Potter and the Chamber of Secrets, the second Harry Potter-book, Harry finds himself drawn literally into the life of another character, Tom Riddle. Harry finds Tom's diary and when he writes something in it, written responses appear in the diary. When Harry asks what Tom knows about "the Chamber of Secrets", the diary answers: "Let me show you," and then proceeds to do so.​[22]​ Harry is magically transported into the diary:

Harry saw that the little square for June the thirteenth seemed to have turned into a minuscule television screen. His hands trembling slightly, he raised the book to press his eye against the little window, and before he knew what was happening, he was tilting forwards; the window was widening, he felt his body leave his bed and he was pitched headfirst through the opening in the page, into a whirl of colour and shadow. 
He felt his feet hit solid ground, and stood, shaking, as the blurred shapes around him came suddenly into focus.​[23]​

Harry has entered the memory of Tom Riddle as it has been preserved inside the other boy's diary, and is free to walk around inside this memory more or less independently from Tom. Tom, who later turns out to be the supreme evil bad guy in the books, Lord Voldemort, shows Harry events that took place fifty years previously, but he shows them to Harry as he himself wants Harry to see them. He misleads Harry into believing a wrong account of the past events and thus Harry does not yet find out that it is Tom himself who is responsible for some terrible things that have taken place. Some forty pages later, Harry is presented with Tom Riddle himself: Tom had preserved a memory of himself inside his diary and this memory manages to free itself from that diary and attempts to kill Harry. This shows that the Tom-inside-the-diary who first showed Harry his own memories, is a more or less conscious entity, and this will later prove to be relevant in the light of my research. 

2.2 – The Pensieve
Throughout the Harry Potter series, there are a number of passages in which Harry, the main focaliser in the books, is shown scenes by means of a device called a ‘Pensieve’. Albus Dumbledore, the wise old wizard who acts as Harry’s mentor throughout the books, explains what a Pensieve is:

“What is it?” Harry asked shakily.
“This? It is called a Pensieve,” said Dumbledore. “I sometimes find, and I am sure you know the feeling, that I simply have too many thoughts and memories crammed into my mind.”
“Er,” said Harry, who couldn’t truthfully say that he had ever felt anything of the sort.
“At these times,” said Dumbledore, indicating the stone basin, “I use the Pensieve. One simply siphons the excess thoughts from one’s mind, pours them into the basin, and examines them at one’s leisure. It becomes easier to spot patterns and links, you understand, when they are in this form.”
“You mean… that stuff’s your thoughts?” Harry said, staring at the swirling white substance in the basin.​[24]​

Dumbledore then goes on to explain that yes, that stuff is indeed his thoughts, and once we as readers have (along with Harry) been informed of the way this magical device works, it is employed time and again throughout the following books. The Pensieve can show Harry, who is the main focaliser of the books, scenes at which he himself is not present. By using this device Rowling cleverly works around the problem that these passages could otherwise have presented: if Harry has to be informed about these scenes, someone has to tell him about them or show them to him, but in some of these scenes, nobody was present with whom Harry is on speaking terms. Rowling herself has stated that the events as they are stored in the Pensieve reflect reality, when she was asked about this in an interview shortly after the appearance of the sixth book, Harry Potter and the Half-Blood Prince: 

J.K. Rowling: It’s reality. It’s important that I have got that across, because Slughorn​[25]​ gave Dumbledore this pathetic cut-and-paste memory. He didn’t want to give the real thing, and he very obviously patched it up and cobbled it together. So, what you remember is accurate in the Pensieve.
[…]
Melissa Anelli: So there are things in there that you haven’t noticed personally, but you can go and see yourself?
JKR: Yes, and that’s the magic of the Pensieve, that’s what brings it alive.
Emerson Spartz: I want one of those!
JKR: Yeah. Otherwise it really would just be like a diary, wouldn’t it? Confined to what you remember. But the Pensieve recreates a moment for you, so you could go into your own memory and relive things that you didn't notice at the time. It’s somewhere in your head, which I'm sure it is, in all of our brains. I'm sure if you could access it, things that you don't know you remember are all in there somewhere.​[26]​

These remarks are interesting. Although they deal mostly with things people had noticed but of which they were not aware, it also gives us valuable information about the way the Pensieve works: Rowling tells us here that the scenes which we see in the Pensieve are seen as they truly happened… but are they really? Can any passage that has a narrator and a focaliser ever reach the reader as ‘reality’, even if it is glimpsed inside a magical device? And how can something be someone’s thoughts or memories of an event and the reality of that event at the same time? And what does looking in someone’s memories and at the same time seeing reality mean for the theory of narrators and focalisers? Let us look at that theory in combination with this magical Pensieve in some more detail.

2.3 – The narrator
The narrator of the diegesis in the Harry Potter-series as a whole is an omniscient narrator, although the narrative is focalised through Harry (see 2.4). The reader is shown things from Harry’s point of view, but occasionally the narrative jumps to other characters. Also, brief comments are made which show that the narrator is completely extradiegetic and heterodiegetic, such as in the following scene:
 
Harry grunted in his sleep and his face slid down the window an inch or so, making his glasses still more lopsided, but he did not wake up. An alarm clock, repaired by Harry several years ago, ticked loudly on the sill, showing one minute to eleven. Beside it, held in place by Harry’s relaxed hand, was a piece of parchment covered in thin slanting writing.​[27]​

The diegesis, then, is narrated by an extradiegetic, heterodiegetic narrator who mostly focalises his story through Harry. The hypodiegetic scenes are a bit less straightforward. Because they fit more or less into the diegesis as part of that story, they appear to be related by the same narrator. This impression is especially given during the transitions from diegesis to hypodiegesis. When Harry is shown the episode by Tom Riddle's diary, it begins with Harry writing in the diary and the diary returning written messages. The longest message that appears tells Harry about how Tom Riddle managed to catch the person responsible for the unleashing of a terrifying monster. Then Riddle offers to show him the scene:
	
"I can show you, if you like," came Riddle's reply. "You don't have to take my word for it. I can take you inside my memory of the night when I caught him."
Harry hesitated, his quill suspended over the diary. What did Riddle mean? How could he be taken inside somebody else's memory? He glanced nervously at the door to the dormitory, which was growing dark. When he looked back at the diary, he saw fresh words forming.
"Let me show you."
Harry paused for a fraction of a second and then wrote two letters.
"OK."
The pages of the diary began to blow as though caught in a high wind, stopping halfway through the month of June. Mouth hanging open, Harry saw that the little square for June the thirteenth seemed to have turned into a minuscule television screen. His hands trembling slightly, he raised the book to press his eye against the little window, and before he knew what was happening, he was tilting forwards; the window was widening, he felt his body leave his bed and he was pitched headfirst through the opening in the page, into a whirl of colour and shadow.
He felt his feet hit solid ground, and stood, shaking, as the blurred shapes around him came suddenly into focus. He knew immediately where he was. The circular room with the sleeping portraits was Dumbledore's office - but it wasn't Dumbledore who was sitting behind the desk. A wizened, frail-looking wizard, bald except for a few wisps of whit hair, was reading a letter by candlelight. Harry had never seen this man before.​[28]​
	
This long quote shows a very smooth transition between the diegesis and the hypodiegesis. The old man Harry sees is long since dead and gone and Harry is now inside Tom Riddle's memory, yet there is no clear break in style or other warning that the audience has to be weary about the intentions of the narrator. The narrator of the diegesis also seems to narrate the hypodiegesis to the audience. But who ‘narrates’ it to Harry, in a sense the narratee of the hypodiegesis? Harry experiences the scenes as if he were there, but he cannot act in the scenes; he is merely a witness. Is there an entity who ‘shows’ it to him, who chooses which parts he witnesses and which stay hidden? In the case of the Diary-scene, one can ask if there is a narrator at all. Tom Riddle, the author of the diary, says he will show Harry what has happened, and we then see a scene in which Harry himself is present and which is narrated to us by the omniscient, extradiegetic narrator. However, later in the book we find out that this scene contained a cleverly constructed narrative; although Riddle promised Harry that he did not have to "take [his] word for it", it later becomes clear that Riddle was not at all showing Harry the truth of the matter. All the events he showed Harry had in fact taken place, but there was far more to the story than he showed Harry... and as such Tom Riddle had taken on the role of narrator and made choice what to reveal and what to keep hidden.

In a sense, we might say that there are two processes of narration going on here. On the one hand, Harry is being presented with a hypodiegetic narrative and on the other, the reader is being told about Harry’s experiences. There is no clear distinction between these two processes; the diegesis jumps back and forth from Riddle’s story to Harry’s between (and sometimes even within) sentences. We witness Harry witnessing a scene, and later in the book we will see that Harry has been shown a garbled version of the truth: the character Hagrid, who is depicted in this scene as being guilty of a crime, turns out to be innocent and we learn that it was Tom Riddle himself who committed this crime. In other words, the person who shows Harry the scene veils his own crime and passes the blame for it onto another character; this suggests that he has made conscious choices about what he did and did not show and has therefore narrativised his own story. All of this suggests that Tom Riddle is the narrator of the hypodiegesis (while Harry stays the focaliser), but there is a problem with this idea: Tom Riddle is not present and it is his diary which shows Harry the events. We might therefore conclude that not Tom himself, but his diary (or perhaps some shadowy version of himself inside the diary) is the narrator of the scene that is presented to Harry, and this imbues a lifeless object with narrativising capacities. What is also important to note in this scene, is that the diary seems to know more than its creator. Harry is shown a brief event in which Tom Riddle himself was not present: he arrives in the Headmaster's office, has time to realise he is invisible, hears Riddle knocking at the door, and only then does Riddle himself appear:

The sky outside the window was ruby red; it seemed to be sunset. The wizard went back to the desk, sat down and twiddled his thumbs, watching the door.
Harry looked around the office. [...] This was Hogwarts as Riddle had know it, meaning that this unknown wizard was Headmaster, not Dumbledore, and he, Harry, was little more than a phantom, completely invisible to the people of fifty years ago.
There was a knock on the office door.
"Enter," said the old wizard in a feeble voice.
A boy of about sixten entered, taking off his pointed hat. A silver Prefect's badge was glinting on his chest. He was much taller than Harry, but he, too, had jet-black hair.
"Ah, Riddle," said the headmaster.​[29]​

In the diary-scene, we might say that there is a double process of narration. On the one hand, the reader is being told about Harry’s experiences (and his reaction to the events he witnesses) by the same narrator who also tells the diegesis, on the other hand, Harry is being shown the hypodiegetic narrative by another narrator who seems a mixture of Tom Riddle himself and a shadow of him inside his diary. It is not easily possible to distinguish these two processes from one another.

A similar situation is found in the scenes where Harry enters the Pensieve; there also, Harry is not always strictly following the character inside whose memory he finds himself. Occasionally he is shown more than that character knows (see 2.4 for an example), so the character itself cannot logically be the narrator of the scenes. Once again, it makes sense to assume that it is the magical object rather than the person who put something inside that magical object who narrates the scene. Or perhaps, what Rowling would have us believe is that there is no narrator at all in these scenes: the hypodiegetic narrative is not so much a narrative as a true representation of actual events... but at the same time this narrative is shown to Harry by something or someone, so that is logically impossible. 

2.4 – The focaliser 
The narrative in the Harry Potter-series is related by an extradiegetic, heterodiegetic narrator and sometimes the focalising is external, but generally the focaliser of the diegesis is Harry himself. The narrative is not as close to his perceptions as the example given by Rimmon-Kenan in Narrative Fiction (Joyce's A Portrait of the Artist), but in general we can say that there is a 'sustained inside view' of Harry's thoughts and emotions.​[30]​

There are some chapters that do not conform to this view, for there are a few passages in which Harry does not appear. These, however, only make up a very small portion of the total narrative. Moreover, they always appear at the beginning of the books, more as a prelude and a background to the story of Harry than as part of the actual tale of Harry’s time at Hogwarts. The first book, Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone, begins with a chapter in which Harry, although present, is not the focaliser. This chapter relates how he, as a baby, is dropped on the porch of his nasty aunt and uncle after his parents have died, and how his evil relatives react to this surprise. The second chapter fastforwards several years and from then on Harry is the main focaliser for three books. The first chapter of book four, Harry Potter and the Goblet of Fire, is once again mainly focalised by someone other than Harry, namely Frank Bryce, and old gardener who is murdered by Lord Voldemort, the evil character whom Harry has to fight. Whereas the first chapter presents us with historical information about what happened before the main storyline (that of Harry’s adventures at school) began, this opening chapter of book four presents us with a simultaneous storyline which is necessary for the main one. This sideline (the actions of Lord Voldemort) is briefly returned to in the middle of book five​[31]​, but this time it is through a vision that Harry has and Harry still remains the focaliser of these particular scenes. Only in the sixth book, Harry Potter and the Half-Blood Prince, do we find more than one chapter that we do not glimpse through Harry’s eyes, but once again this occurs at the beginning of the book. The first chapter, “The Other Minister”, gives background information about what is going on throughout the country as Lord Voldemort is slowly returning to power, and the second chapter, “Spinner’s End”, gives the reader background information about Severus Snape, one of Harry’s teachers, that will prove vital at the end of the book. Apart from these isolated chapters in which other characters focalise the narrative, everything is presented to the reader as Harry sees it. Occasionally the narrator presents the reader with more information than Harry manages to detract from a certain situation, but this is often done by pointing out things that Harry does not notice or that he does notice but of which he fails to see the significance.​[32]​ 

The focaliser of the hypodiegetic narratives that we find in the ‘Pensieve-scenes’ is rather more difficult to determine than the one of the diegesis. We still follow Harry as he enters the Pensieve: 

Harry bent closer, his head right inside the cabinet (where the Pensieve is stored, red.). The silvery substance had become transparent; it looked like glass. He looked down into it, expecting to see the stone bottom of the basin – and saw instead an enormous room below the surface of the mysterious substance, a room into which he seemed to be looking through a circular window in the cealing.
[…]
The basin being circular, and the room he was observing square, Harry could not make out what was going on in the corners of it. He leant even closer, tilting his head, trying to see…
The tip of his noce touched the strange substance into which he was staring.
Dumbledore’s office gave an almighty lurch – Harry was thrown forwards and pitched headfirst into the substance inside the basin –
But his head did not hit the stone bottom. He was falling through something icy cold and black; it was like being sucked into a dark whirlpool –
And suddenly, he found himself sitting on a bench at the end of the room inside the basin, a bench raised high above the others.​[33]​

Harry now finds himself inside a memory in the Pensieve, namely a court trial at which Albus Dumbledore was present. Nobody can see or hear him, so Harry is a mute witness to the scene. Because we see all this through Harry’s eyes and because Harry experiences it in a linear, temporal fashion that fits it in between his other experiences that are related in the diegeses, one could argue that this is part of the diegesis rather than a hypodiegetic narrative. However, because it is a separate story, which is narrated (albeit in a visual manner) by someone (or something) else, I choose to regard it as a hypodiegetic narrative nonetheless. Everything that Harry sees in the Pensieve falls perfectly within Rimmon-Kenan's category of hypodiegetic narrative with an explicative function: "the hypodiegetic level offers an explanation of the diegetic level, answering some such question as 'What were the events leading to the present situation?'. In this case, it is the story narrated and not the act of narration itself that is of primary importance."​[34]​ 

At first, the stories in the Pensieve appear to be shown to the reader simply through Harry's eyes, as is most of the rest of the books. However, a problem arises once we become aware of the fact that Harry, as well as the apparent narrator, is also the narratee of the hypodiegetic narrative (see paragraph 2.3) and that there is therefore also somebody or something that relates the narrative to him. This suggests that there has to be a focaliser of the hypodiegetic scene somewhere, if we assume that ever narrative has a focaliser. Harry focalises the scenes as the Pensieve presents them to him, and although Rowling has stated that what is seen in the Pensieve is the truth, there is still always another character who has chosen whether or not to put a memory in the Pensieve. Although that character may not be able to determine how events are seen by those who look into the Pensieve, he or she can determine which events can be seen and thereby filters the narrative and certainly performs narrativising activity. Whether he or she also perfoms a focalising activity, is more difficult to determine. Certainly, the narratee’s experience of these scenes is influenced by the person who put his or her memories in the Pensive. Once a character has put a scene in the Pensieve, we allegedly see the truth of that particular scene, but there are some limitations to how wide this truth stretches, as is evidenced by a passage in a chapter from the fifth book, “Snape’s Worst Memory”. In this chapter, Harry enters the memory of his least favourite teacher, Severus Snape, who was at school at the same time as Harry’s father. Because Harry has lost his parents at an early age, he is very intent upon learning more about them, and he decides to follow his father rather than Snape, once he glimpses him inside the memory: 
	
Harry looked around and glimpsed Snape a short way away, moving between the tables towards the door to the Entrance Hall, still absorbed in his own exam paper. [...] A gang of chattering girls separated Snape from James, Sirius and Lupin,​[35]​ and by planting himself in their midst, Harry managed to keep Snape in sight while straining his ears to catch the voices of James and his friends. [...] Harry looked anxiously behind him again. Snape remained close by, still buried in his exam questions – but this was Snape’s memory and Harry was sure that if Snape chose to wander off in a different direction once outside in the grounds, he, Harry, would not be able to follow James any further. To his intense relief, however, when James and this three friends strode off down the lawn towards the lake, Snape followed, still poring over the exam paper and apparently with no fixed idea of where he was going. By keeping a little ahead of him, Harry managed to maintain a close watch on James and the others.​[36]​

This scene presents difficulties, because there is no character here who functions as a focaliser... yet we are allegedly watching the memory of Severus Snape and Harry’s experience of these events is thus unfluenced by Snape’s whereabouts at that particular time. Harry can only visit places that are relatively close to where Snape is; he is not completely free to wander about in the scene. Apparently it is one of the magical properties of the Pensieve that it can show more than what a character noticed at the moment when the actual event took place, but strangely enough there are limitations to how much precisely can be seen. Harry is obliged to stay moderately close to Snape, yet at the same time he can overhear conversations that Snape most likely did not overhear at that particular time. Snape is therefore not really the focaliser of the scene as it is presented to Harry, yet he has some influence over how the scene is presented. We do not see events as he sees them, yet our experience of them is linked to his experience at the time of occurence... as such, he cannot precisely be called a focaliser, but he does influence the way the event is related (both to Harry and to us), so he performs at least some focalising activity.  

The scene inside Tom Riddle’s diary (see paragraph 2.1) presents us with a slightly different situation: the events that we see through Harry's eyes have been shown to Harry by Tom, so it makes sense to suppose that Harry sees them as Tom constructed them. Tom is the (unreliable) focaliser of the hypodiegetic narrative as it is presented to Harry, but at the same time Harry focalises this narrative for us, the reader. The events in the hypodiegetic narrative are filtered through a character in the diegetic narrative, and only in this diluted form do they reach the reader. However, as has been shown in paragraph 2.3 ("The narrator"), Harry is already in Dumbledore's office before Tom Riddle enters. This means that either Harry has truly gone back to the past (and therefore sees events as they actually occurred) or that Tom is fleshing out the scene as he remembers it with what may have happened before or after what he knows for certain. If Tom were 'merely' telling Harry about the events, it would make sense to assume the latter, but how can Tom make Harry actually experience things inside his memory if he himself did not experience them when they really happened? Or could the focaliser perhaps be that same shadowy presence inside the Diary which we already encountered in our search for the narrator in that particular hypodiegetic scene? 






Arthur: "I have never heard of a seeing stone"
*

3.1 - The Seeing Stone
Kevin Crossley-Holland's Arthur-series relates the story of Arthur de Caldicot as he grows up from a young boy to an adolescent and finds his place in the world. During the course of the series, he finds out he is not his parents' real son, goes in search of his mother, falls in love and joins the third crusade. In the first book, Arthur: The Seeing Stone (SS), Arthur is given a magical device, the eponymous Seeing Stone, by his old friend Merlin. Arthur, who lives at the end of the eleventh and beginning of the twelfth century, can see the story of the legendary early medieval King Arthur in this stone. Amidst the vividly realised daily life of the twelfth century, Arthur is given a glimpse of a romantic, heroic past by means of this magical stone:

Merlin didn't answer my question. What he did was unfasten his cloak, and pull out of an inside pocket a dusty saffron bundle. Then he slowly began to unwind the cloth.
"What is it?" I asked.
"A gift," said Merlin.
Inside the cloth was a flat black stone. It was four-cornered, and its span was just a little larger than Merlin's outstretched hand. One face of the stone was lumpen and covered with little whit spots and patches, but when Merlin turned it over, the other side was smooth and glossy. It flashed in the sunlight.
"Take it!" said Merlin.
When I stared at the stone, I could see myself inside it. It was black, and deep, and very still. Like an eye of deep water.
"A mirror," I said.
"Not really," said Merlin.
"What is it?"
"A gift."
"I mean, what's it for?"
Merlin shrugged.
"What kind of stone is it?"
"It is made of ice and fire," Merlin said. "Its name is obsidian."
"Obsidian?"
"It's time for you to have it," Merlin replied. "It's time for me to let it go."
"What is it for?" I asked again.
"That depends on you, " Merlin said.​[37]​

A mirror of ice and fire, a window into the past. Arthur's stone at first seems to function as something of a television, in which he sees episodes from the past. In the beginning, before King Arthur appears in his stone, young Arthur de Caldicot is merely a spectator, a witness to these scenes. The first thing he sees in the stone is an encounter between Merlin and the legendary king Vortigern:

At first, all I could see was what I've seen before. Me! My ears and blob nose. My rabbitskin cap. But then my stone began to glow. Slowly its darkness cleared. Day dawned in my stone.
I can see a man sitting on a grassy bank. He's wearing a crown. There's another man standing beside him, but I can't see his face because he's wearing a dove-grey hood.​[38]​

During this episode, and a few following ones, Arthur is only a witness. However, when Arthur first sees the boy who is to be King Arthur, he is struck by the resemblance between them and begins to identify with  him. A very good example of this can be seen in chapter 86, "Riding to London", where Arthur narrates what he sees in the stone. Within the first few lines, he switches from third person to first person narrative: 
 
Arthur-in-the-stone is riding Pip and Sir Ector's riding Anguish and Kay's riding Gwinam. Merlin's travelling with us too. He's riding Sorry.​[39]​
"I can't promise to keep you company all the way," Merlin says. "But I'll ride as far as Oxford."
I've never seen Kay so happy. [...]
"What's London like?" I ask.
"It's not like anything," my father says. "You'll see."​[40]​

Here, Arthur not only sees himself as being in the stone in a foreign environment, but he also equates those around him (Kay, his father, Merlin) with the people he knows in his own life. This blurs the line between the lives of the two boys, and it also calls into question the nature of the scenes viewed within the stone. At first, the idea is created that what Arthur sees in the stone are episodes from the past which have actually taken place, but when things in the two storylines begin to echo each other more closely, the scenes begin to feel more vision- or dreamlike, rather than historical. The scenes in the stone become a complement to Arthur's own life, and there are numerous instances where the storylines parallel or contrast each other sharply. The hypodiegesis in Crossley-Holland's books has a thematic function, which Rimmon-Kenan describes as follows: "the relations established between the hypodiegetic and the diegetic levels are those of analogy, i.e. similarity and contrast."​[41]​ Arthur himself remarks on this: "Arthur-in-the-stone is not me. We look and talk like each other. But he can do magic, and I cannot. [...] Sir Ector and Kay are not exactly the same as my father and Serle either. They may live here at Caldicot, but they have also been to the court of old King Uther, who no one's ever heard of, and who may never have existed."​[42]​ Yet at the same time, Arthur continues to identify with Arthur-in-the-stone: "I am living in two worlds. In my seeing stone, I'm riding east. [...]  But here at Caldicot, it is Christmastide!"​[43]​ So, if the Arthur in the Stone is both the same and not the same as Arthur de Caldicot, who is narrating what to whom, and who is focalising this narration?

3.2 - The narrator
The three books within the series are all narrated from a first person perspective and the narrator, as we have already seen, is Arthur. He writes the story down and intersperses it with poems and songs of his own making. In Caldicot, he even has his own tiny writing-room:

The second little room off our gallery is empty. The inner walls are quite soft. If I so much as  touch them, they sprinkle me with flakes and pale powder. The outer wall is made of stone, though, and sparrows often fly in through the wind-eye and pick and peck at the mortar, because they like the taste of lime. The gaps they have made between the block of dressed stone are homes for all kinds of little creatures. Sometimes, when I'm sitting in the window-seat, I can hear whirring and humming and soft scratching and throbbing and buzzing and ticking all around me [...]
So I sit in this little window-seat with my knees up. And if I press my back against one side of the alcove and my feet against the other, there's just enough space.
Here is my quill. My cream page. This is my writing-room.​[44]​

Here, in the company of little creatures, birds and bats, Arthur sits in the window-seat of his room and writes his story down. Later, he moves to another manor, and there he is given his own room where he writes. During the last book in the trilogy, Arthur: King of the Middle-March, he takes his wrtings with him on crusade and records his impressions and forms them into the story of his life. Because Arthur writes parts of the stories after he has lived through them, his narration is intercalated: "When telling and acting are not simultaneous but follow each other in alternation, narration is of the fourth type, namely 'intercalated'."​[45]​ 

Part of the story he tells are the scenes he witnesses in the Seeing Stone. He describes the scenes and occasionally comments on them, but who is the narrator of these hypodiegetic scenes in the stone? Arthur is the narratee, for he is the person to whom these scenes are shown, but who shows them to him? Unlike with the hypodiegetic scenes in the Harry Potter-series, we do not know how the scenes came to be ‘inside’ the stone. It therefore appears that the stone itself is telling Arthur the stories of his name-sake, and hence the stone would be the narrator... unless of course these stories are drawn from young Arthur's mind, if they are his inventions and illusions. If Arthur ‘merely’ imagines the scenes in the stone, he is their creator and could also be regarderd as their narrator. However, there is no evidence for this in the text. Throughout the books, the scenes in the stone are described as if they are truly shown to Arthur and the stone is presented as a truly magical object. Arthur does not know how or why the stone shows him things: "I have never heard of a seeing stone. But that's what my obsidian is. I looked into it. I saw through it. And it spoke to me."​[46]​ Arthur himself obviously believes it is the stone that tells him the stories, and we as readers are not given any evidence to contradict this. Merlin himself exhorts Arthur to listen to what the stone tells him, when Arthur asks the old man about it:

'It's right to hear the old stories,' said Merlin, 'and to learn from ancient books. But what use is knowledge? It's dry as dead leaves; it's no use at all unless you're ready for it.'
'I am ready,' I said.
'Mmm!' said Merlin, as he dropped the core of his apple into the well. 'Has Oliver told you about the man who sowed seeds? [...] He threw some among thistles which sprang up and choked them. But some seeds the sower planted in good earth... That's it, Arthur. You have to be that earth. You have to ready yourself.'​[47]​

Merlin sees the stone as an entity that might teach Arthur things, but what is it that Arthur sees in the stone? The past? Hallucinations? Fragments of his own thoughts or things taken from a cultural memory and magically transformed into a coherent story? Or is the stone perhaps a window into an alternative, magical past? But even then, who or what decides which parts of that past Arthur glimpses? The only thing we can say for certain, is that the only visible narrator of the hypodiegesis is the stone. This leads to the assumption that the stone must have been imbued with these stories by someone, or with the magic properties that enables it to 'choose' which parts of the past to show to its spectators. After all, Arthur does not see the full story of King Arthur in his stone, but rather a careful selection of episodes which make for a complete narrative in their own right and at the same time parallel or contrast his own life. However, the only certainty is that the stone is the narrator. 

3.3 - The focaliser
Arthur narrates the diegesis from a first person perspective, and hence is also the focaliser of the diegesis. Throughout the narrative, we never know more than Arthur does and everything is presented to us as he sees it, since he writes his story as he experiences it. He even writes it during its happening, so he does not have the benefit of hindsight to give us more information. However, he is an extradiegetic narrator, since we are dealing with intercalated narration here: Arthur writes the text down in between the actual scenes. Because Arthur both narrates and focalises the story, he is completely in control about what he tells the reader. Occasionally, he even keeps things a secret for us, the readers: in the second chapter of the first book we learn that his aunt, Lady Alice, tells him about a secret she has. We only learn much later what this secret entails (Lady Alice's husband, Sir William, has killed a man). Arthur focalises the diegesis from beginning to end and shares his hopes and fears with his readers, although he is presented as mainly writing his story down for his own ends and not to communicate it to an audience. In the diegesis, narration and focalisation is performed by the same entity, namely the boy Arthur, who is the narrator-focaliser of the text. 

The hypodiegetic narratives are slightly more problematic. As in the Harry Potter-series, they are incorporated in the diegesis and Arthur both narrates and focalises the story to us as it is presented to him... but who focalises the story in the stone? I should like to put forward the idea that focalisation in the hypodiegetic narrative switches between external focalisation and internal focalisation, and that this switch depends upon Arthur's position towards the narrative. Rimmon-Kenan defines the distinction between narration and focalisation as "a theoretical necessity, and only on its basis can the interrelations between them be studied with precision."​[48]​ There is certainly a narrating entity for the hypodiegesis in Kevin Crossley-Holland's work, although we cannot say with certainty what this entity is (and so it is easiest to regard the stone itself as the narrator). At first, the scenes Arthur sees in the stone are presented to him as something he looks at and hears, not so much something that is narrated to him as something he is shown. He frequently uses phrases like "I can see" or "I hear", which is confusing when trying to determine the focaliser of the hypodiegesis; focalisation of the diegesis and the hypodiegesis appear to run together. We run up against the same problem we encountered when trying to determine the narrator of the hypodiegesis: what precisely is the nature of the story Arthur sees in the stone? There is no clearly discernible focaliser of this story; Arthur sees things through his stone, and as such the stone could be the focaliser as well as the narrator, but it is difficult to determine the properties of the story inside the stone. There does not seem to be a real focalising entity at all, besides Arthur himself: he sees and hears events as they are happening. Unlike in the Harry Potter-series, where the hypodiegetic narrative was always somebody's memory presented in an unusual way, this appears to be a story that Arthur sees and hears as it actually occurred, without interference from another character or non-personified entity. He, as both the narratee of the hypodiegesis and the narrator of the diegesis, also appears to be the only focaliser for the hypodiegesis in these parts. Thus, in a large part of the hypodiegesis, there appears to be external focalisation: “External focalization is felt to be close to the narrating agent.”​[49]​

However, this idea of external focalisation, can only be maintained as long as Arthur is witnessing the events in the stone from the 'outside'. This is true at the beginning of the story, but it changes already during the first book in the series. Arthur quickly begins to identify with Arthur-in-the-stone and even starts referring to the other Arthur as 'I' and 'me'. In chapter 88, "Sir Kay", Arthur says: "I can't see Merlin anywhere", and although this 'I' could be the Arthur outside the stone who looks upon the events inside it, he then continues: "Well! He said he'd only ride with us as far as Oxford, but I thought he might change his mind."​[50]​ Here, the 'us' clearly refers to Arthur and the other characters inside the hypodiegetic scene, and Arthur is suddenly not only the narratee (i.e. the onlooker) of the story in the stone, but an actual character inside it. And then, suddenly, he (or rather Arthur-in-the-stone with whom he identifies) can be the focaliser of the hypodiegesis. At first, Arthur is the narratee, someone who has to hear or see the story told to him, but from the moment he begins to identify himself with Arthur-in-the-stone, he also becomes a character inside the hypodiegesis and hence someone with a position to serve as a focaliser:

Sir Ector and Sir Kay and Arthur-in-the-stone are cantering along London Wall, and I'm carrying my father's banner. There are knights and squires riding beside us, in front of us, behind us; all the knights are wearing shining armour, and the squires are carrying their lords' banners.
'Today we'll tourney,' my father says to Kay. 'Tomorrow we'll joust.'
'Agreed,' shouts Kay.
We're all in high spirits, and so is the west wind. It guffaws and tugs at all our banners; it whistles through the bars of the knights' visors.​[51]​

Arthur now not only narrates the story as it is shown to him, but as he himself experiences it. We are presented with his perceptions of not only the hypodiegesis, but the actual occurences in the hypodiegesis. However, there are some complicating factors: Arthur is still aware that he only experiences parts of the story, and that he himself has no choice about what he sees and hears, and the life of Arthur-in-the-stone still unfolds at another speed from his. When the two character’s lives diverge from one another, Arthur de Caldicot creates a distance between them once again and stops referring to Arthur-in-the-stone in the first person. Later on in the story he is also shown scenes about other characters than just King Arthur, and for example learns about the love-affair between Lancelot and Queen Guinevere and is a witness to the story of Erec and Enide. He himself explains: “Once upon a time I thought I was Arthur-in-the-stone. Sometimes what happens to King Arthur seems to copy what happens to me, but sometimes it’s the other way around.”​[52]​ The final scene Arthur witnesses in his stone is King Arthur’s departing from this world, and almost immediately after he is given his only little kingdom, the manor of Catmole.​[53]​ 











We have established that certain particular pieces of hypodiegetic narrative present problems. Applying traditional theory about narrative and focalisation results in different possibilities as to who or what might precisely be focalising or narrating. In some instances, it is impossible to pinpoint a narrator or focalising entity. How is it that certain passages can be so difficult to analyse, yet do not in the least confuse their readers? 

4.1 – Precedent and tradition
The analysis of the text alone is not sufficient to come to a satisfying conclusion: within the text as an autonomous entity, these problems cannot be solved. Yet, these problems within the text do not seem to affect readers overly much and therefore it is interesting to look at the interaction between reader and text. Of course, J.K. Rowling and Kevin Crossley-Holland were not the first writers who presented their readers with narratological issues of this kind. Rabinowitz frequently emphasises the way a reader’s expectations of a work are determined by other, similar works this reader has read: “What we attend to in a text is also influenced by the other works in our minds against which we read it. Particular details stand out as surprising, significant, climactic or strange in part because they are seen in the context of a particular intertextual grid – a particular set of other works of art.”​[54]​ Readers who are familiar with more flexible uses of narrators and focalisers (more about this in the next paragraphs) will be less likely to perceive such flexible use as erroneous or confusing. Some authors have even deliberately played with narrative perceptions and expectations. Brooke-Rose cites the example of Flann O’Brien’s At-Swim-Two-Birds (dating back to as early as 1939) and devotes several pages to the discussion of this text. She states that: “What we have then is constant and deliberate transgression of narrative levels, a procedure not in itself new [...], but so complicated, with so many levels (stories within stories and transgressions of narrators from one level to antoher), that it would be almost impossible to follow if the procedure itself, as part of a symbolic code super-encoded, were not thoroughly overdetermined” (Brooke-Rose 115). 

O’Brien has consciously transgressed these narrative levels, and readers will be aware of this, but there are many authors who do such things in the course of their work without drawing particular attention to it. Brooke-Rose devotes an entire chapter to transgressions, wherein she speaks of blurring distinctions between theoretical categories.​[55]​ She explains that usually “the transitions [between different moments represented in their narrative] are clearly marked,” but sometimes these transitions become less clear. The same is true for categories like duration, frequence and mood and it stands to reason that it also goes voor narrative levels: sometimes the difference between narrative levels is not quite as clear as theory, for example Rimmon-Kenan’s chapter on levels and voices, often makes it out to be. Sometimes the diegesis seems to merge with the hypodiegesis (as it does in the Harry Potter-books), or there are uncanny similarities and contrasts between the two levels (as in the Arthur-books). Sometimes the narratee of the hypodiegesis also becomes an active participant in the story that is narrated to him or her. Furthermore, readers have been presented with novels in which they encounter scenes on a tv-screen (in a sense also hypodiegetic narratives narrated by ‘magical’ devices), scenes narrated by slightly too knowing narrators and scenes focalised by incredibly perceptive focalisers. Because many of those who read Rowling’s and Crossley-Holland’s novels are aware of these possiblities of narrative and focalisation, they are more likely to take the occurences in these works in stride. Readers’ flexibility, combined with their previous knowledge of similar situations, helps them out in these situation. 

4.2 – Reader perspectives
In chapter one, I briefly referred to the postmodern concept of deconstruction: "A broad shift away from the scientific assumption that narratology could be an objective science which discovers inherent formal and structural properties in its object narratives. [...] Structure became something that was projected onto the work by a reading rather than a property of a narrative discovered by the reading."​[56]​ This approach is taken by a number of critics to look at reader-text relations in a new way. Monica Fludernik wants to “redefine narrativity in terms of cognitive (‘natural’) parameters, moving beyond formal narratology into the realm of pragmatics, reception theory and constructivism. [..] This new model attempts to insitute organic frames of reading rather than formal concepts or categories that are defined in terms of binary oppostions.”​[57]​ She wants to arrive at a narrative theory that encompasses not only traditional narratives, but such diverse sources as medieval histories and storytelling in early letters. Fludernik discusses many examples of how writers can experiment with their texts and how they can diverge from ‘normal’ patterns and parameters. She argues that “the reading process and the reading experience can be defined in relation to readers’ cognitive reliance on such embodied schemata and parameters.”​[58]​ Readers and critics impose natural categories upon the texts in the course of interpretation, and therefore the meaning of a text initiates as much in the reader as in the text itself. 

Marisa Bortolussi and Peter Dixon also take this reader-based approach, and they specifically argue for the narrator as a reader construction. In their book Psychonarratology, they “treat the narrator not as logical or abstract characteristic of the text but as a mental representation in the mind of the reader.”​[59]​ They go on to explain that readers “must assume that the narrator is cooperating with them and subscribing to conversational conventions.”​[60]​ This means that if a text does not make sense (for example by giving too much or too little information), readers will attempt to smooth out this discordance because they operate on the assumption that the narrator is cooperating with them. Bortolussi and Dixon argue that “readers will commonly draw narratorial implicatures, that is, inferences licensed by the assumption of narratorial cooperativeness, in service of understanding the narrator.”​[61]​ In other words, readers want to understand a text and operate on the basis that it is in fact understandable. They generally do not purposefully problematise passages and even try to de-problematise passages that are problematic. 

Although on a strictly theoretical level the difficulties that we have seen in Harry Potter and Arthur might be problematic, on a practical level the reader knows how to deal with this and imposes mental categories on the text. It makes sense to presume that readers make a choice between the different conflicting categories that we saw before, but that these choices might change rapidly. For example, a reader might regard Harry-in-the-Pensieve as the focaliser of the diegesis and the person whose memory Harry sees as the focaliser of the hypodiegesis at one moment, and shift to an external focaliser of the hypodiegesis in the next (for example when Harry manages to overhear things that the person whose memory he is being shown could not have heard). As O’Neill, quoted by Bortolussi and Dixon, stated: “the focalizer […] is neither a person nor an agent, but ‘a chosen point, the point from which the narrative is perceived as being presented at any given moment.”​[62]​ This point of focalisation may shift around throughout the narrative. Bortolussi and Dixon propose a theory of focalisation that takes the reader, rather than the text, as a starting point. They argue that readers attach little or no importance to subtle shifts in focalisation and that it is readers themselves who create an idea of the focaliser of a text. They quote O’Neill, who suggested that readers had to decide which of multiple focalisations was the most important, but have a slightly different opinion themselves: “From our perspective, what matters is likely to be the global impression readers construct regarding the position of the perceptual agents.”​[63]​ If, as Bortolussi and Dixon argue, “the agent of focalization should properly be understood as being a construction in the mind of the reader,”​[64]​ it does not matter if the point of focalisation shifts around during a scene. 

Although one of the issues I have discussed, namely the difficulty with the Pensieve-scenes, raised questions of interpretation, most readers will not be bothered by this on a narratological level. ​[65]​ 

4.3 – Narrative audience and suspension of disbelief
A critic who makes a similar point is Peter Rabinowitz in his Before Reading: Narrative Conventions and the Politics of Interpretation. Using a similar reader-oriented approach to that of Bortolussi and Dixon, he defines the distinction between the actual and the narrative audience. Rabinowitz explains the narrative audience as follows: “Every author designs his or her work rhetorically for a specific hypothetical audience. […] He or she writes for an imitation audience (which I call the narrative audience) that also possesses particular knowledge.”​[66]​ A narrative audience, then, is distinct from the narratee (who “is perceived by the reader as “out there,” a separate person who often serves as a mediator between narrator and reader”​[67]​) and is “a role which the text forces the reader to take on.”​[68]​ Rabinowitz compares the activity of a narrative audience to Coleridge’s ‘willing suspension of disbelief’, although he believes that the disbelief is “both suspended and not suspended at the same time.”​[69]​ This whole idea of the existence of a narrative audience offers an interesting train of thought, because it suggests that in some cases the ideal narrative audience (“the audience that the narrator wishes he or she were writing for”​[70]​) may be quite different from the actual audience. Rabinowitz cites two important examples for this. First is the narrative audience of Frankenstein, which has to accept “what the authorial audience knows to be false scientific doctrine,” and the second is the audience of Cinderella, which “accepts the existence of fairy godmothers (although the authorial audience does not share this belief).”​[71]​ So, according to Rabinowitz, the narrative audience of a work can accept things which the authorial audience would never believe to be possible, and this principle goes a long way towards explaining readers’ easy acceptance of the somewhat troublesome narrative roles in the aforementioned scenes in the Harry Potter and Arthur novels: once the audience ‘believes’ in the existence of magical objects that distort the natural laws of our world, it is a small step towards explaining potentially problematic passages in the text through these magical objects.  

Once a reader takes his or her place in the so-called narrative audience, he acquires certain expectations and beliefs for the duration of his or her reading-experience: “This [believing unusual things] is readily done by joining a narrative audience of a sort that is familiar from our experience with fairy tales.”​[72]​ In a fictional (and magical) world like Harry’s or Arthur’s, it is only to be expected that there are magical devices which function differently from the way they would in our world, and can thereby create unique situations. Unusual situations are generated by the different laws that apply in these fictional works, and the reader’s mind apparently is versatile enough to adapt to these changing conditions and to alter its expectations. Rabinowitz states that “all fiction is at heart realistic except insofar as it signals us to respond in some other fashion.”​[73]​ If a text contains hints to a narrative audience that within this fictional world magic can exist, then the narrative audience will believe this and will maintain this assumption throughout the text. Both Harry’s experience of falling into somebody else’s memories and Arthur’s experience of seeing a stone ‘come to life’ and show him things, will be perfectly acceptable to the narrative audiences of these books, since they have been signalled to ‘respond in some other fashion’. And if an audience can accept that one character can take a peek into the mind and memories of another one, then the fluidity that the ideas of narrators and focalisers seem to take on is just another small step. What does it matter if it does not quite become clear through whose eyes we see events? If we can accept that we see these events inside a magical stone or inside a magical silvery liquid, then surely we can accept that it does not become one hundred procent clear who put their view of these events inside that stone or that liquid. 

Mary Louise Pratt argues in her book Toward a Speech Act Theory of Literary Discourse: "The literary preparation and preselection processes [of literary works] are designed to eliminiate failures which result from carelessness or lack of skill."​[74]​ Readers are generally aware of this, and therefore, "the range of deviations which will be construed as unintentional is smaller than in many other speech contexts."​[75]​ Although Pratt's remark is more about intentional deviations in the actual content of a work rather than in the narrative aspects, it makes sense to apply it to the latter as well. Readers of literary works are aware of the fact that the book they are reading is in an 'optimised' state in that it has been checked, double-checked and checked again, and that any difficulties they come across are likely to be intended the way they are presented (and not the result of errors). Therefore, they are likely to take things in stride that might otherwise have been perceived as mistakes.

4.4 - Breaking the law
In fantasy, science-fiction, the fantastic and the fairy-tale, other laws operate than in our own world. Brooke-Rose has given an extensive analysis of the different reasons for diverging from the natural laws in her A Rhetoric of the Unreal. She distinguishes between various genres. Once again, terminology is misty, but Brooke-Rose gives fairly good explanations of how she distinguishes the genres from one another. The fairy-tale, she says, "contests the author's empirical laws, simply in order to escape them. The flying carpet counters the law of gravity but only because the author refuses to take this law into account; he does not wish to imply that carpets could fly but to postulate another world in which 'some carpets do, magically, fly.'"​[76]​ The fantastic (examples given by Brooke-Rose are fantasy, ghosts, horror, etc.) "interposes anti-cognitive laws into a supposed empirical world (whereas the fairy-tale ignores them)."​[77]​ 










Classical narratology is a very useful tool when analysing traditional, realistic texts, but it is not equipped to deal adequately with texts that deviate from a clearcut pattern. In order to interpret these texts, one could choose another approach toward narratology, as is done in postmodern (or poststructuralist) theory. This implies giving up the academic claim to intersubjectivity and general applicability. However, in my opinion a certain level of intersubjectivity is necessary in order to communicate usefully about texts, and hence I think other solutions to this problem are preferable. One of these is to adapt narrative theory to incorporate texts that now present problems. Adapting terminology so that it can be applied to these texts would be an option. However, this might result in a personal terminology that would only be clear to a limited number of people, or that could only be applied to a certain number of texts. Besides, it is not necessary to discard the classical structuralist models completely; mostly, it is possible to analyse these problematic texts in a way that fits these models. In the cases where problems arise, a good solution is to be flexible and to shift to a more reader-centred approach. Although it is impossible to determine the precise nature of theoretical categories such as focaliser and narrator in these texts, a reader-oriented approach shows that this does not necessarily create problems in understanding them. Readers are well-equipped to deal with such ‘problematic’ situations and find ways to clarify them, either because they have encountered similar situations before or because they are prepared to suspend their disbelief and become part of a narrative audience.
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